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A. Timeline 

In response to to non-nua! Decanbcr 12> mj office ^ ^ ^ 

Amendment on May ,2, 2008. In the Amendment, Applicaats ^ claim , ^ ^ 
to, to «M» rejections should be wltMrawn ^ , ^ mended ^ 

oroduei™?" !. (Cu,Tent| yAm«)<ied): A process for 
wmcn compu^i ^ comprisin g- 

fiw* • ** te Pt^ speisin S cel M<>se fibers and chopped alass 
fibers into a white wateMhea^H*^- PP gl8SS 

forming a bed in a forming device by passage of the 
yarned off, the fibers being retained on said-the fabric and 
SEMES' duri "^P-^ a caClc 

device. ^^^^SfiAbeat treatment step-in an oven 



mresponseto the May 12, 2008 Amendment, a final Office Action was issued on 
^23,2008. h^ WI0B(I ^ iiiWB(hiiDijrttai2 ^ 

Office Action were withdrawn, andanew rejection over U.S. Patent No. 5,837 620 to 

"Applicant, amendment necessitated the new „ } of rejection. " &e June 23, 2008 
Office Action, page 4. 

Applicants' representative discuss* to finals of to June 23, 2008 Office Action 

«* Examiner Halpern by telephone upon receipt „ f ,he June 23> 2m ^ ^ 

b-tarB*. n^ W^*..^,^^ 20M ^ 

Action was improperly made final in Apolicants' ^i^ 

/ W Cants wnrten response to the June 23, 2008 Office 

Action. 

Applies responded to to June 2 3, 2008 Office Action by nnn g an Amendment on 
^-•^•^S^endmen.and^d,^^^^^ 
over K^, aa wen as written remarks regarding the improper finality of to June 23. 
2008 Office Action as requested by the Examiner. 
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On November 5, 2008, an Advisory Action was issued denying entry of the 
amendments in the October 23, 2008 Amendment. The Advisory Action did not address 
Applicants' remarks regarding the improper finality of the June 23, 2008 Office Action. 

Subsequent to receipt of the Advisory Action, Applicants' representative again spoke 
with Examiner Halpem by telephone and explained why the November 5, 2008 Advisory ' 
Action should not have been issued. Examiner Halpem again urged Applicants- 
representative to provide written remarks explaining why the June 23, 2008 Office Action 
was improperly made final and, thus, the November 5, 2008 Advisory Action was improperly 
issued. 

This paper constitutes such written response. 

B ' The November S. 2008 AHvi™^ A ctioa shnnM Nn t Have Usn«* 
MPEP §706.07 states "second or any subsequent actions on the merits shall be final, 
except where the .rammer mtroduces a new ground ofrejectipn tha t is neither necessity 
^applicant's amendment of the rlnims, nor based on information submitted in an 
information disclosure ^ mt ^ t filed dun -„ p th(1 „ 

As discussed above, the June 23, 2008 Office Action included a new ground of 
rejection (over gander). According to MPEP §706.07, which is quoted above, the June 23, 
2008 Office Action should not have been made final if: (a) Applicants' amendments to the 
claims did not necessitate the new rejection- and (b) the new rejection was not based on 
information subrmtted in an Information Disclosure Statement (IDS) during a particular time 
period. 

Applicants- amendments to the claims did not necessitate the new rejection. As is 
evident from the excerpt above, the amendments to claim 1 in the May 12, 2008 Amendment 
were merel v formal in nature. For example, the phrase "which comprises" was replaced with 



PAGE 4/6 1 RCVD AT 121312008 2:20:03 PM [Eastern Standard Time] 1 SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-5/25 • DN1S:2731190 ■ CSID7034132220 * DURATION (mm-ss):01-10 



DEC. 3.2008 2:09PM OBLON SPIVAK ~ -NO. 977 P. 5 

Application No. 10/541,121 
Request for Reconsideration 

to p ta, >mvUBg . ^ to phme „ a step rf a w . s ^ ^ _ 

Abo. to term W was deleted - however, to ^ w of steps remained ^ fa ^ 
claim language (e.g., "by passage of dig dispersion"). Ttose amendments clearly did not 
affect toscopeoftoCaim, ^c^^^^^^ , ^ 
any way necessity taher seaseh or consideration. Also, ft is pl ain Snm the Examiner, 
Search Strategy and Ream* posted on PAIR on toe 23, 2008 that the updated search 
strategy had nothing to do with the amendments to claim 1. 

Kafflder, which forma the basis of the rejecdon in the June 23, 2008 Office Action, 
was no. cited in „ ms m ^ but rather was ^ fey ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

PTO-892. 

According: („ Apphcants' M ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

rejecdon; and (b) the new.rejection was m based on information submitted in an mfomtadon 
Disclosure Statement (IDS). The June 23. 2008 Office Action was improperly made una!. 

In view of to impmper finality „f to June 23. 2008 Office Action, to amendment, 
in to October 23. 2008 Amendment should have been entered by fight. Se, MPEP § 714; 37 
CF.R. 81.112. Having s0 entered to amendments in to October 23, 2008. Amendment, to 
next paper issued bytoPaten. Office ahotud have beenaNodce of Allowance or a new 
Office Action, not an Advisory Action. 

Requiring the Applicants to file a Request for Continued Examination (RCE) to 
proceed with prosecution with this application forces Applicants to iricur significant expenses 
(and time) that would not be required, but for the Patent Office's error. 



+ + 
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* «*» of te ^ AppIlcailts „ lm ^ (j) fc ^ 
m the October 23, 2008 Amendment. 



Respectfully submitted, 

MAIER & NEUSTADT, P.C 
Norman F. Obion 



or 
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